1.Three types of phenomena

1.1.Focus and link accents in English
It is well known that English to a large extent uses intonation to distinguish the focus, i.e. the new, informative part of an utterance, from the ground, the part that is assumed to be known in the given context. Consider the two dialogues below. I use SMALL CAPITALS to indicate the main stress of the utterance. % indicates that the utterance is inappropriate in the given context.
(1) a What does John PLAY? b (1b) and (2b) are both plausible and coherent answers to the questions in (1a) and (2a) respectively. But (1c) and (2c) are clearly not possible answers to these qeustions. They don't form a coherent discourse with the given questions, although they may very well be appropriate in other contexts. Why, then, are (1c) and (2c) inappropriate answers? The reason, I argue, is that they don't fit in with the focus-ground partitioning indicated by the question. By asking the question in (1a), the speaker indicates to the hearer that s/he wants to know what game a person called 'John' plays. The new information conveyed by the answer in (1b) is that the relevant game is 'rugby'. I will use the term focus to refer to the part of an utterance that conveys new information. Note that what is new information will be determined with respect to the speaker's assumptions about what the hearer already knows (ground) and wants to find out (focus). I will refer to the mental states of the dialogue participants as information states.
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In English, the informational focus of an utterance is normally marked by an accent (nuclear stress), as is the case with the accented phrase 'rugby' in (1b) . The remainder of the utterance, 'He plays', will be ground, given that it has already been introduced in the question in (1a). Given the two informationally defined notions 'focus' and 'ground', we can now explain why (1c) is an inappropriate answer. Accenting the verb 'plays' in (1c) signals that this is the new information, contrary to the fact that playing has already been introduced in the question in (1a) . (2a) is a polarity question, whether John likes rugby. This question is appropriately answered in (2b), where in addition more information about John's attitude to rugby is given. Similarly, the reason (2c) is an inappropriate answer to (2a) is that by not accenting the new information 'hates' and accenting the ground element 'rugby', (2c) is not a coherent reaction to the utterance in (2a).
I assume that all utterances contain a focus 3 . The ground is often not expressed when it can be inferred. An equally felicitous answer to (1a) would have been the single phrase 'rugby'. Within the ground, we need to make a further distinction, as can be seen in the following dialogues. From now on I will enclose the focus of an utterance in brackets labelled F.
(3) a What do the boys DO? b The question in (3a) uses the definite description 'the boys' to refer to a set of boys which is presumably known to the hearer, who answers the question by mentioning individual boys from this set and, for each boy, provides information about what he does. The initial NP, 'John' in (3b) is also accented, but the accent is distinct from the one on 'rugby'. The accent that goes with focus interpretation is a high pitch accent (indicated by H* in Pierrehumbert 1980) , whereas the accent on 'John' is a complex fall-rise pitch accent (L+H*), often perceived as a wavy tune. Jackendoff (1972) referred to the focus accent as the A-accent and to the accent on 'John' as the B-accent and I will use his terminology here. In the examples, the A-accent is rendered with SMALL CAPITALS, the B-accent with boldface. The B-accented words in (3b) and (4b) serve in a way to anchor the answer to the set of boys mentioned in the question. Vallduví (1992) introduces the term link for this function. A link is part of the ground of an utterance; it latches on to some referent or set of referents already mentioned in or inferred from the previous utterance.
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The notion 'link' allows us to make a distinction between (3b) where the ground only consists of the link 'John', and (4b) where there is additional ground material besides the link, viz. 'plays'. We also need a term to refer to that part of the ground which is not a link, and we will adopt Vallduví's term tail for this, as shown in (4b). Tail material is never accented and is often left out, as shown in (4b). In this answer, the focus consists of a single word 'rugby'. This is an instance of what is usually called narrow focus. In (3b), where the focus corresponds to the entire VP 'plays rugby' we have an instance of wide focus.
In English, the two accents are not interchangeable. Each accent goes with a special informational function and one could also talk about focus accent and link accent. Consequently, it would be totally inappropriate to answer the question in (3a) with the informational focus realised with a B accent. Since all utterances have a focus, all utterances must have an A-accented constituent. Link accents are sometimes optional, but when a link picks out some member of a set (a contrastive link) as in (4b), it is often realised with a B-accent.
We have seen that in order to account for the intonational realisation of utterances in English, we need to refer to notions like focus, link and tail. These notions are not inherent properties of the sentence but rather reflect the use of the utterance by the speaker who takes into account the hearer's information state.
1.2.Dislocation in Catalan
We next turn to the Romance languages where the informational status of a constituent is normally signalled by its position. I will assume, together with Vallduví (1992) , Zubizarreta (1994) , Frascarelli (this volume) and others that when the subject is part of the informational focus in Catalan, it appears in postverbal position where it receives stress. 5) is an example of an utterance with an all-focus interpretation. If some part of the utterance is ground, then that part cannot occur inside the core clause but must be dislocated. According to Vallduví (1992) , links are obligatorily leftdislocated and tails are right-dislocated in Catalan, as shown in (6). The dislocated elements correspond to clitics inside the core clause, which are marked by coindexing. As can be seen from these examples, the stress is placed on the final element of the focal part. A constituent following the stressed constituent will thus be interpreted as tail, i.e. as part of the ground.
The pattern we see in (6) also applies in case the subject is part of the ground. If it is a link, it has to be left-dislocated as in (7a) and if it is a tail, it appears right-dislocated as in (7b).
There are no subject clitics in Catalan which would prove that link subjects are really dislocated 5 , but this seems highly plausible given the general pattern in (6) and the contrast between (5) and (7a).
In order to account for when the different utterances in (5)-(7) can be used in Catalan, we thus need to have a way of connecting syntactic position with informational interpretation.
1.3.Honorific marking in Korean
There are many languages where the morphological form of lexical items is sensitive to pragmatic notions such as the relative standing of the speaker with respect to the hearer. I will here look at some data from Korean discussed in Lee (1996) . Honorification is widespread in Korean and shows up both in the case marking system for nouns and in the verbal inflection system. Given an utterance of (8a), the hearer can infer that the speaker of (8a) honours the subject of the sentence, viz. 'John's father'.
(8) a John-uy apeci-kkeyse mayil sanchaykha-si-e John-GEN father-NOM+HON every day take a walk-HON-DEC "John's father takes a walk every day" b % John-uy apeci-kkeyse mayil sanchaykha-n-ta John-GEN father-NOM+HON every day take a walk-PRES-DEC In (8a) the speaker has chosen the honorific form of the nominative subject NP as well as a honorific verb form. (8b) is judged to be inconsistent since the honorific marking on the verb is absent. This may lead one to think that honorific marking in Korean involves some kind of agreement between the subject and the verb in honorific status. However, the matter is not so simple, as Lee argues. In (9) the honorific marking is on the possessive NP inside the subject NP, but still the predicate is marked with the honorific infix si.
(9)
Ku pwun-uy son-i cham potulawu-si-e the man-GEN+HON hand-NOM very soft-HON-DEC "The man's hands are very soft" Lee shows that similar honorific marking may be used to indicate that the speaker honours the object of the sentence, provided that the object then is more socially prominent than the subject. (10) provides another interesting type of example.
(10)
Minsoo-ka mayil sanchaykha-yeyo Minsoo-NOM every day take a walk-DEC+HON "Minsoo takes a walk every day"
The absence of any honorific marking on the subject NP indicates that the speaker and the subject are of equal social standing. Nevertheless there is honorific marking on the verb which is taken as an indication that the speaker honors the addressee.
The Korean examples differ from the English and Catalan examples in that they don't involve the way focus and ground material is realised. Instead they illustrate how the relative social standing between speaker, hearer and the people referred to in the sentence can be reflected in the case marking system of a language. In languages like Korean, these pragmatic conditions interact systematically with inflectional morphology and the relative prominence of grammatical functions in this language.
The three types of phenomena surveyed in this section show that pragmatic notions systematically affect the prosodic, syntactic and morphological realisation of utterances. Mastering the language particular realisation of these pragmatic notions is clearly part of a native speaker's competence. We next turn to the question of how this competence can be accounted for in two current theories of grammar.
2.A derivational approach: Minimalism
A central idea in transformational grammar is that the connection between form (or PF, 'Phonetic form') and meaning (or LF, 'Logical form') is mediated through syntactic structure. The syntactic or, more generally, the computational component generates a structure which then provides input to both phonetic and semantic interpretation. In recent work, Chomsky (1995) has emphasised the role of PF and LF as interface levels, i.e. levels which provide the interface between the grammatical system and other systems such as articulatory and conceptual systems. The embedding of the grammatical system in other cognitive systems can be represented as in figure 1, on the opposite page.
Where do pragmatic notions such as context of use fit in given the model in figure 1 ? It seems to me that the only way the context of use can interact with the language system is via the conceptual-intentional systems (CI-systems). I will thus assume that the focus-ground distinction is relevant at the interface level between the CI systems and LF. At LF, then, one needs to distinguish what part of the structure should be interpreted as focus, link and tail, respectively.
Let us now look at how the three phenomena surveyed in section 1 can be accounted for. We saw in section 1.1. that the choice of accent in English reflects the speaker's assumptions about the hearer's information state. A speaker of English must realise the focal part of an utterance with the A-accent. At the same time, the focal part must be identified as such at LF in order for the correct formmeaning pairing to obtain. Since both PF and LF operate on the Spell-Out from the computational system, it seems clear that that structure 6 must contain the relevant information. The way the information is normally expressed is as a syntactic feature, e.g. [+F] . Such a feature has been used by many linguists, including Jackendoff (1972) and Selkirk (1984) , who assume that a word marked [+F] must be realised with the A-accent. The feature [+F] also plays a role in accounts of so called focus projection, i.e. the process that gives rise to wide focus interpretations as in (3). As is wellknown, focus projection in English displays an interesting interaction between intonation and syntax. Bresnan (1971) argued that focus can only project from an accented phrase that is rightmost in the tree, cf. the examples in (11) and (12). (11) In the context of the question in (11a), it is natural to interpret (11b) with a wide VP focus, as indicated. Note that (11c) is not felicitous in this context, whereas it is fine in the context provided by the question in (12a) which calls for narrow focus on 'the guests'. The syntactic conditions on focus projection then provides additional evidence for assuming a syntactic feature [+F] which is visible in the computational system.
Given that English distinguishes A-accented focal material, B-accented links and obligatorily deaccented tails, it is clearly not sufficient to assume a single feature [+F] . We would also need features for links and tails say, [+L] and [+T] . 7 Let us refer to these features as information status features, or ISfeatures, since their raison d'être is precisely to encode the correlation between a particular accent and the information status of the word. Let us next consider the question where IS-features appear in the grammar. One possibility would be to assume that they are part of lexical entries, i.e. that each lexical entry comes with a specification of its informational contribution. This is not a very plausible solution since the IS-features don't reflect a property of the word itself, or of its appearance in a particular syntactic context. Rather the IS-features reflect properties of the utterance. Note furthermore that enriching lexical items with ISfeatures will lead to a huge duplication of lexical items. I don't think that this is the right approach and I will outline an alternative in section 3. For now, I will just assume that the computational system has access to IS-features.
Within the Minimalist Program, a natural way to handle these features is to assume that each IS-feature corresponds to a functional projection, i.e. a focus phrase, a link phrase and a tail phrase, which presumably would be part of the universal inventory of functional categories. The existence of a FocP has already been suggested for languages like Hungarian where the focus constituent necessarily moves to a designated position before the verb (cf Horvath 1995 , Brody 1990 , Ugiareka 1995 . In these languages, [+F] would be a strong feature and the movement to FocP would be overt, i.e. take place before SpellOut. In Catalan, presumably the movement to LinkP and TailP is overt since it affects the actual word order. Given that the tail material is realised in final position, this entails that movement to FocP is also overt in Catalan, on the assumption that all movement is leftward. 7 We will also need an account of link projection, which is similar to focus projection, but involves the B-accent. There are several interesting constraints involving movement and accent in English. For instance, fronted constituents have to be accented. A fronted constituent with the A-accent is interpreted as a preposed focus, as in (i) from Prince (1981) whereas a B-accented fronted constituent is interpreted as a contrastive link, as in (ii). See Vallduví & Engdahl (1996) for discussion.
( Accounting for the correlation between accents and informational status in English turns out to be somewhat more problematic. Intonation in English is very flexible. When a wide focus is intended, the nuclear stress normally falls on the rightmost constituent, but in the case of narrow focus, almost any word can be accented in situ. Consider the examples in (13). (13) It seems most plausible to assume that movement to FocP in English is covert, i.e. only happens after Spell-Out given that almost all words can be realised with focal accent regardless of their position.
8 If movement of [+F]-marked constituents to FocP doesn't happen until after Spell-Out, there must be a way of ensuring that a [+F] constituent is realised with the A-accent in PF which doesn't require that the constituent be in [Spec, FocP] at Spell-Out. This consequence clearly complicates the interplay between syntactic features and functional projections. The nice correlation between overt movement and PFeffects and covert movement and lack of PF-effects can no longer be upheld.
So far we have seen that we need to assume syntactic features corresponding to the information status notions focus, link and tail. This can presumably be justified given the prosodic and positional correlates of these notions in the languages we have looked at. But what features would we need in order to account for Korean in a similar fashion? It would seem that we would need features that encode the sociolinguistic system of the Korean society given that the morphological form of the words used in a particular utterance reflects the speaker's attitudes and relative social standing. This can presumably be done in terms of features, but I seriously doubt that it should be done within the syntax. It seems desirable to be able to express the connection between morphology and context of use directly without assuming that there is a a functional projection for honorification where the appropriateness of a particular form is checked. In the next section we will look at a multi-dimensional constraint-based grammar which allows these types of constraints to be expressed directly, without being mediated by some syntactic feature or projection.
A multi-dimensional approach: HPSG
HPSG is a lexically based theory which has elaborated the Saussurian idea that all linguistic expressions are units of information, simultaneously specified in various dimensions. 9 In this respect HPSG differs from the main conception 8 A more detailed discussion of prosodically marked informational foci in English can be found in Vallduví & Zacharski (1994) and in Vallduví & Engdahl (1996 section 5.3 .1). 9 See Pollard & Sag (1994) and Sag & Wasow (in prep.) for a general introduction to HPSG. A more detailed presentation of how information structure can be integrated with HPSG can be found in Engdahl & Vallduví (1996 Signs in HPSG are represented as feature structures with features (or attributes) and values. The value of a feature may be an atomic symbol or another feature structure. In (14) we see a skeletal sign which has the features PHONOLOGY, CATEGORY, CONTENT and CONTEXT. The value for the PHONOLOGY feature should contain the relevant phonological information pertaining to the sign. How this information is presented, e.g. whether it is an orthographic rendition of a word form or a detailed phonological structure, will depend on the purpose to which the grammar will be put. The CATEGORY feature will contain all information that is relevant to the syntactic behaviour of the sign, i.e. its syntactic category and what kinds of words or phrases it may or needs to combine with. Valency information can be expressed as a single feature SUBCAT, which takes an ordered list of arguments as value, or as distinct valency features, e.g. SUBJ, COMPS, and SPECIFIER. The relevant semantic information is encoded in the CONTENT field which provides an interpretation of the sign in some logical language which can be evaluated in a particular context of use. The CATEGORY and CONTENT fields are linked through structure sharing, i.e. the referential index of a NP-sign that occurs as a value of a valency feature in CATEGORY may be shared (or unified) with the index of an argument in CONTENT. One of the most innovative aspects of HPSG is that it includes an explicit connection to the context of use of a sign. Each sign contains a feature CONTEXT where information about relevant use conditions for the sign is encoded. The context field will typically look like in (15). The value of the feature C-INDICES, an abbreviation for CONTEXTUAL-INDICES, will be a feature structure with features like SPEAKER and HEARER (or ADDRESSEE) , whose values in turn will be anchored to the actual speaker and hearer of the utterance. The field BACKGROUND will contain relevant contextual information which may play a role in resolving potential ambiguities, establishing reference and interpreting elliptical utterances.
Basic lexical signs are put together according to general principles. When two signs are combined, their information is said to unify. Two signs can only combine if their information is unifiable, i.e. if all feature specifications are compatible. It is customary within HPSG to distinguish immediate dominance (ID) relations, i.e. the vertical relations between a mother category and its daughter categories, and linear precedence (LP) relations, i.e. the horizontal ordering relations beween daughters.
Where in this model of grammar do the notions focus and ground fit in? Given that I consider focus-ground to be an inherently pragmatic phenomenon, it seems that the most natural strategy would be to enrich the CONTEXT field with a feature INFORMATION-STRUCTURE, abbreviated INFO-STRUCT, which takes focus and ground as values, as shown in (16). (16) 2 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 4 context: 2 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 4 c-indices: 3 5 3 7 7 7 7 5 3 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 5 3 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 5
The values of the features FOCUS, LINK and TAIL will be structure-shared with the CONTENTS of the words or phrases that realise the focus, link and tail material respectively.
10 Given that the focus-ground partitioning of an utterance has to be consistent with the INFO-STRUCT of the previous utterance, I assume that this is available, presumably as part of BACKGROUND of the current utterance.
3.1.English
We will now look at how we can establish the connection between accent and information status in English in this multi-dimensional model. The basic idea is that the prosodic realisation of a word or phrase constrains its informational 10 Given that there are pointers to the speaker and the hearer within C-INDICES, it would actually be possible to encode explicitly that the focus and ground are understood in relation to the information states of a particular speaker and hearer. But for ease of exposition I will adopt the simpler representation in (16).
contribution, and vice versa. I assume that the PHONOLOGY field of a lexical sign should contain only the idiosyncratic phonological properties of that word, but not any specification of whether the word is realised with a particular accent. In order to capture the connection between the use of a word, its pronunciation and its information status, I assume that there are general lexical rules which add information about accenting and information status. For English we would need the three schematic rules in (17).
(17) word These lexical rules act in a way as conditions on lexical insertion. According to the template in (17a), a sign may be specified as being realised with accent A just in case its CONTENT is structure-shared with the value of FOCUS. The template in (17b) allows the CONTENT of a sign to act as a LINK just in case its PHONOLGY field is specified to have the value 'B' for the attribute ACCENT. In addition to (17a,b) where the accent information determines the information status, we need the template in (17c) for an unaccented word which by itself cannot be interpreted as having a particular information status. Rather the information status of an unaccented word depends on the over-all focus-ground structure of the utterance, as shown in section 1.1. In (4b), the unaccented word 'plays' is tail, whereas in (3b), it is part of a wide focus. Let us look at how these two focus-ground partitionings are expressed in HPSG. I am here using a schematic tree representation showing how signs are combined. In Engdahl & Vallduví (1996) , we propose that the general composition rules (or Immediate Dominance (ID)-schemata) for English should be enriched by instantiation principles for the INFO-STRUCT features. In the case of narrow foci and links, we assume that the mother inherits the specified value of the daughters, as shown in (18). If a daughter's INFO-STRUCT is not instantiated, as in the sign for 'plays' in (18), the INFO-STRUCT|GROUND|TAIL of the mother may be set to the CONTENT of the unaccented word. In the case of wide focus, we assume that the focus of e.g. a VP may be the content of the whole VP, as shown in (19) .
The interesting question is now how one can constrain focus projection so that it only happens in case the rightmost daughter's information status is focus, as shown in (5). Given that ID-schemata don't refer to left-right order, we cannot state this restriction directly in terms of linear order. Instead we make use of Pollard & Sag's obliqueness hierarchy English (cf Pollard & Sag 1987 , 1994 . The value of the feature SUBCAT is a list of arguments, ordered according to relative obliqueness, where the least oblique argument is the argument that is most accessible to syntactic processes. The least oblique argument, i.e. the argument that is highest on the list, normally corresponds to the subject. In some languages, the obliqueness hierarchy also constrains the word order, as for instance in English where the less oblique arguments precede more oblique ones. We can then formulate the relevant instantiation principle as in (20).
(20) Wide focus:
If the FOCUS of the most oblique COMP-DAUGHTER is instantiated, then the value of the FOCUS of the mother is structure-shared with the value of the CONTENT of the mother.
Accounting for focus projection in terms of relative obliqueness instead of left-right position has the advantage that it also accounts for the examples in (21)- (22). (21) If the subject is realised with the A-accent as in (21), the utterance can either be interpreted as a narrow subject focus or as a wide focus, i.e. an all focus, utterance. (21b) is thus a case of focus projection, despite the fact that the projecting phrase is not rightmost. Nevertheless, the subject will be the only element on the SUBCAT list, and hence the most oblique daughter, and focus projection is allowed according to (20) . Note that focus projection only happens from arguments (COMP-DAUGHTERS in the terminology used in (20)) and not from heads. This correctly predicts that (22) only has a narrow verb focus interpretation, i.e. 'your mother' must be ground.
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We see that the multi-dimensional model allows syntactic properties of a phrase such as whether it is a head or a complement and its relative obliqueness to constrain focus projection in the desirable way. Given that the linguistic representation, the sign, contains both CATEGORY and INFO-STRUCT, and that these can constrain each other, it is possible to state the conditions on focus instantiation and projection directly without relying on mediating features like [+F] in the syntax. Simultaneous access to the various dimensions thus obviates the need for using syntactic features as carriers of information in the way they are used in the derivational model.
3.2.Catalan
Turning now to Catalan, we recall that in this language there is a correlation between the position in the sentence and the information status. Link material is left-dislocated and tail material is right-dislocated. What remains inside the core clause is interpreted as focal. There is no contrastive use of accents. The sentence accent falls on the final constituent inside the core clause. We assume that there is general focus projection in Catalan so that focus projects from the accented word to the core clause.
We account for the correlation between position and information status by assuming that the ID-schemata that license dislocations also constrain the informational staus of the daughters, as outlined in (23). (23) (23a) says that a sentence in Catalan may consist of a NP and a S just in case the CONTENT of the NP is structure-shared with the mother's LINK value. The FOCUS of the mother is structure-shared with the FOCUS of the S-daughter, which is structure-shared with its CONTENT. (23b) is similar, but here the information status of the NP is constrained to be TAIL.
In addition to the ID-schemata, we need to constrain the ordering so that a constituent whose LINK value is instantiated must precede the FOCUS, which in turn precedes a TAIL, if there is one. We can express this schematically as in (24). (24) LP-statement for Catalan:
In our analysis of Catalan we thus exploit the fact that the ID-schemata in HPSG may refer not just to the CATEGORY features of the daughters but also to features within the CONTEXT field, in particular the features that encode the information status of the constituent.
3.3.Korean
The interesting aspect of Korean morphology that we are looking at here is the way in which the relative social standing of the speaker and hearer come into play. We saw in (15) that a sign may contain explicit anchors to the speaker and the hearer. In addition we need some way to encode the sociolinguistic conventions in the language in the feature structure. I will here outline the analysis proposed in Lee (1996) which is an extension and further development of the treatment of honorification in Pollard & Sag (1994 chapter 2.5.3) .
Lee assumes that the BACKGROUND field in the CONTEXT contains facts that must hold for a particular form of a noun or a verb to be used. Consider the example in (25) which is a partial sign for a honorific noun form, as used for instance in (8a). According to the information in BACKGROUND, the 'honour' relation must hold between two referents, where the referential index of the HONOURER [2] is structure-shared with the SPEAKER of the utterance and the referential index of the HONOURED [1] is structure-shared with the index of the CONTENT, i.e. with the referent of the word. In addition, the background is constrained to meet the condition that the referents stand in some relation, represented by '>', whose intended meaning is 'to be more socially prominent'. According to Lee, the honorific noun form can only be used if the referent of the noun is more socially prominent than both the speaker and the addressee.
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How do signs like (25) come into the grammar? Recall the idea proposed for English that the accent information be introduced by a lexical rule which simultaneously instantiates INFO-STRUCT features. We can take a similar approach to Korean morphology and assume that (25) arises as the result of a lexical rule which simultaneously specifies a particular morphological form and adds the constraints that must be satisfied in the context when that form is used. 13 Again, the viability of this analysis depends on the basic assumption in HPSG that the relevant linguistic structure, the sign, can be simultaneously specified in terms of phonological or morphological features and according to contextual constraints.
4.Conclusion
There are many areas in grammar where we need to refer to the information status of a constituent. I have tried to show in this paper that it is not sufficient to assume a single syntactic feature [+F] . Rather we need to have a proper theory of information status and of how informational distinctions are expressed using grammatical means. Continuing the line of research initiated in Vallduví (1992) , I have discussed a three-way distinction in information status, using the terms focus, link and tail. I have also outlined what these notions amount to in a theory of information update. The widespread use of honorific forms in the world's languages further shows that the grammar needs to take into account other pragmatic notions such as relative social status in order to predict the wellformedness of an utterance.
The way these notions are integrated with core notions of the grammar depends, of course, on the model of grammar used. Within a Minimalist model, we can assume that the conceptual-intentional systems include the speaker's model of the hearer's information and attention states. Given that LF is the interface between the grammar and the CI-systems, the relevant distinctions in information status must be visible at LF. Similarly the same distinctions must be visible at PF in order to achieve the correct pairing of pronunciation, word order, morphology and LF. I discussed a proposal to use specific information status features in the syntax and came to the conclusion that it involved replicating all the distinctions that are relevant to information status in the computational system. This, in my mind, leads to undesirable redundancy in the system. Multi-dimensional constraint-based grammars offer an alternative which doesn't run into the problem of replicating information status distinctions in the syntax. In this model of grammar, the correlation between a particular realisation, be it accent, position or morphological form, and its information status can be established directly, using structure sharing and simultaneous specifications of different dimensions of the sign.
